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length. In short, its redactor was governed by the same general
purpose which influenst the author of BR. But he did not carry it to
such an absurd extreme as the latter. He pruned the text, but did not
mangle it (at least as a rule; there are, to be sure, here and there places
where his narrative suffers somewhat thru over-abbreviation). I am
inclined to call the author of JR the greatest literary artist of any of
the redactors. I need hardly add, however, that this matter has
nothing whatever to do with the question of which recension is the
closest to the original.
Let us now take up individually the particulars in which JR differs
from the orthodox versions, beginning with the more striking and
important differences.
2. Parts which JR took from sources other than the original Vik-
ramacarita. — We have already alluded to the fact that JR contains
a number of sections not found in the other versions. These are
Sections V, VII, and IX of its Frame-story, for which SR, MR, and
BR have no correspondents at all, and Stories %9, 31, and 3£, which
are represented in them by wholly different stories. This is, of course,
one of the most striking divergences; and just on this point the
evidence seems to me particularly clear: the orthodox versions must be
primary, and JR secondary. JR drew these sections from a Jainistic
collection of legends, and inserted them in the Vikramacarita, for
reasons which can be clearly traced in nearly all the cases.
This seems to me to be very clearly shown by a study of certain
parts of JR, which it has in common with Merutunga's Prabandhacin-
tamani or " Wishing-stone of Narratives." I shall present in the fol-
lowing paragraphs the results of my study of these parts of JR.
To begin with, let me show that the Jainistic Recension of the
Vikramacarita is not Merutunga's original.
In the early years of the 14th century the Jain Merutunga com-
piled his Prabandhacintama^i, a collection of Jain history and legend,
drawn, apparently, from as many older works as he could lay his
hands on.1 The first section of this work, immediately following the
announcement of the theme, is a section dealing with our hero Vik-
ramaditya. It contains various legends about him, some of which
bear no relation to the Vikramacarita. It contains nothing about
the glorious throne,, the central motive of the Vikramacarita; neither
1 My statements about the Prabandhacintamani are derived from Dinanatha's
edition, Bombay, 1888, and Tawney's English translation, Calcutta and London, 1901.

